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To: 



Sir: 



Commissioner of Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



This Supplemental Appeal Brief is submitted in response to the rejections of the claims 
contained in the non-final office action dated July 22, 2004 (referred to herein as "Office 
Action"), which re-opened prosecution. A request for reinstatement of appeal under 37 CFR 
1.197(b)(2)(ii) is filed concurrently herewith. 



REAL PARTY-IN-INTEREST 

Appellants specifically incorporate herein by reference the corresponding section in the 
Appeal Brief, filed March 12, 2004. 
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RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 



Appellants specifically incorporate herein by reference the corresponding section in the 
Appeal Brief, filed March 12, 2004. 

STATUS OF THE CLAIMS 

Claims 1-6 and 10-20 are pending in the application. Claims 1-6 and 10-20 currently 
stand rejected. The rejections of claims 1-6 and 10-20 are appealed. 

STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

Appellants specifically incorporate herein by reference the corresponding section in the 
Appeal Brief, filed March 12, 2004. On July 22, 2004, the examiner re-opened prosecution and 
issued the Office Action dated July 22, 2004. No amendments were filed or entered subsequent 
to the office action of July 22, 2004. 

SUMMARY OF INVENTION 

Appellants specifically incorporate herein by reference the corresponding section in the 
Appeal Brief, filed March 12, 2004. 

ISSUES 

1. Whether claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 14, 15, 17, 19, and 20 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(b) as being anticipated by Pilgrim, Build Your Own 486/486DX, McGraw-Hill, Inc., New 
York, 1995) (Pilgrim). 

2. Whether claims 6, 10, 1 1, 13, and 16 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as 
anticipated by or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over Pilgrim. 
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3. Whether claims 3, 12, and 18 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
obvious over Pilgrim in view of Menke, et al, U.S. Patent No. 5,841,744 (Menke). 

GROUPING OF THE CLAIMS 

With respect to the anticipation rejections under 35 U.S.C. §102, claims 1, 2, 10, 14, and 
20 are independently patentable, as set forth in the Argument. Claims 4-6 stand or fall with claim 
1, claims 1 1 and 13 stand or fall with claim 10, and claims 15-17 and 19 stand or fall with claim 
14. With respect to the obviousness rejections under 35 U.S.C. §103, claims 3, 6, 10, 16, and 1 8 
are independently patentable, as set forth in the Argument. Claims 11-13 stand or fall with claim 
10. 

ARGUMENT 
Opening Statement 

The examiner's anticipation rejections are improper in that Pilgrim fails to meet each and 
every limitation of the pending claims. In addition, the Pilgrim reference is non-enabling, thus 
imable to support an anticipation rejection under Section 102. The obviousness rejections are 
improper in that neither Pilgrim nor Menke provide the suggestion or incentive required to 
modify the references in a manner that would make obvious the pending claims. Therefore, the 
examiner has failed to establish the required prima-facie case of obviousness. 

ISSUE 1: Whether claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 14, 15, 17, 19, and 20 are unpatentable under 35 
U.S.C. §102(b) as anticipated by Pilgrim. 



Legal Standard For Rejecting Claims 
Under 35 U.S.C. S102(b^ 
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The standard for lack of novelty, that is, for "anticipation," under 35 U.S.C. §102 is one 
of strict identity. To anticipate a claim for a patent, a single prior source must contain all its 
essential elements. HybritecK Inc. v. Monoclonal Antibodies, Inc., 231 USPQ 81, 90 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). Invalidity for anticipation requires that all of the elements and limitations of the claims 
be found within a single prior art reference. Scripps Clinic & Research Foundation v. Genentech, 
Inc., 18 USPQ2d 1001 (Fed. Cir. 1991). Furthermore, functional language, preambles, and 
language in "whereby," "thereby," and "adapted to" clauses cannot be disregarded. Pac-Tec, Inc. 
V. Amerace Corp,, 14 USPQ2d 1871 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 

The Examiner^s Rejections 

The examiner rejected claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 14, 15, 17, 19, and 20 as being anticipated by 
Pilgrim. The examiner's rejections are improper because Pilgrim fails to disclose each and every 
limitation in the rejected claims. In addition, the Pilgrim reference is non-enabling with respect 
to the structure specifically defined by the claims, thus not available to support an anticipation 
rejection. 

Claim 1 is directed to a "reconfigurable cartridge processing module" comprising a fi-ame 
that defines first and second component configurations. In the first component configuration, first 
and second cartridge receiving devices together occupy "a volumetric space within said fi-ame." 
In the second component configuration, a third cartridge receiving device occupies "substantially 
the same volumetric space within said frame as is occupied by said first and second cartridge 
receiving devices in said first component configuration." 

In supporting her rejections, the examiner asserts that the first and second cartridge 
receiving devices of claim 1 are met by a "3^2 inch floppy drive" and a "5!4 floppy drive," 
respectively. The examiner then asserts that the third cartridge receiving device of claim 1 is met 
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by the "old 360k floppy disk drive." See page 3 of the office action. The office action is not clear 
as to whether the 3V2" and 514" floppy drives are individual drives, or whether they comprise 
portions of the combination drive or "combo" drive. The Pilgrim reference discloses both types 
of drives. However, Pilgrim does not anticipate in either case. 

In the first case, i.e., where the 3/4" and 5 W floppy drives are individual drives, Pilgrim 
fails to meet at least the limitation of claim 1 that requires that the third cartridge receiving device 
occupy "substantially the same volumetric space" within the fi-ame as occupied by the first and 
second cartridge receiving devices. That is, when the 3/4" and 5Vi" floppy drives are replaced 
with the "old 360k floppy drive," the old 360k floppy drive will occupy only half of the 
volumetric space as was occupied by the 3Vi" and SVi" drives, not "substantially the same 
volimietric space" as required by claim 1 . 

In the second case, i.e., where the 3/4" and 5^4" floppy drives comprise the combination 
drive. Pilgrim fails to meet the limitation of claim 1 that requires that the first and second 
cartridge receiving devices be mounted to respective first and second sets of the plurality of sets 
of mounting locations provided on the fi-ame. Pilgrim states that the "combination drive requires 
only a single drive bay." Therefore, the combination drive of Pilgrim would moimt to but a single 
set of mounting locations, not respective first and second sets of mounting locations for the 
corresponding first and second cartridge receiving devices as required by claim 1 . Stated another 
way, because the two drives are moxmted in a single housing in the "combo" configuration, there 
is no need for a mounting arrangement wherein the two drives would somehow be separately 
mounted to respective first and second sets of mounting locations, as required by claim 1 . 

Therefore, Pilgrim fails to meet the limitations of claim 1 regardless of whether the 3/2" 
and 5 Vi" floppy drives are considered to be separate drives or parts of a combination drive. If the 
drives are separate, they fail to meet the "volumetric space" limitation of claim 1. If they 
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comprise a combination unit, they fail to meet the "first and second sets of mounting locations" 
limitation of claim 1. 

In addition. Pilgrim cannot anticipate claim 1 because it is non-enabling, and a non- 
enabling reference is not prior art and cannot anticipate a claim under Section 102. See Helifix 
Ltd V Blok-LoK Ltd, 208 F.3d 1339, 54 USPQ2d 1299 (Fed. Cir. 2000). In Helifix, the Court of 
Appeals for the Federal Circuit foimd a product brochure to be non-anticipating under Section 
102 because it failed to contain detail sufficient to allow a person having ordinary skill in the art 
to have made or obtained a tool capable of being used in the claimed method without undue 
experimentation. 

Claim 1 recites, among other elements, a frame having a lower plate and an upper plate 
positioned in generally parallel, spaced-apart relation and having a plurality of sets of mounting 
locations provided thereon so that the frame defines first and second component configurations. 
While the examiner asserts on page 2 of the office action that the frame is illustrated in Figure 
11-13 of the Pilgrim reference, that illustration is captioned "A large desktop case. Note the 
raised channels and slots." The caption makes no reference to a fi-ame, much less a fi*ame 
comprising upper and lower plates positioned in generally parallel, spaced-apart relation, as 
required by claim 1. As reproduced, most of the features illustrated in Figure 11-13 are 
obliterated, and it is impossible to discern whether Figure 11-13 indeed discloses an upper plate 
and a lower plate, much less their specific positioning requirements and whether the upper and 
lower plates have a plurality of sets of mounting locations provided thereon, as also required by 
claim 1 . While the examiner asserts at the top of page 3 that the movmting locations of claim 1 
are "bays and parts of bays, for example," Appellants are unable to discern any bays at all in 
Figure 11-13. The caption description of Figure 11-13 also fails to contain any reference to the 
term "bays" or "parts of bays." In any event, the terms "bays" and "parts of bays" cannot be 
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reasonably said to be analogous to the mounting locations provided in the upper and lower plates 
as recited in claim 1 . 

Because it is well-established law that a reference must be enabling before it can 
anticipate, and because the Pilgrim reference is non-enabling as to the specific structural elements 
and arrangements defined by claim 1, Pilgrim cannot anticipate claim 1, 

Dependent claim 2 is independently allowable in that Pilgrim fails to disclose a first 
cartridge receiving device that comprises "a half-width cartridge read/write device." In 
supporting her rejections of claim 1, the examiner takes the position that the first cartridge 
receiving device is the 314" floppy drive. See page 3 of the office action. Then, on page 6, in 
specifically addressing claim 2, the examiner takes the position that the first cartridge receiving 
device comprises the combination drive. It cannot be both. Either the first cartridge receiving 
device comprises the 3 1/2" floppy drive or the combination drive. Because the examiner asserts 
that the first cartridge receiving device simultaneously comprises either of two devices, depending 
on what limitation must be met, the examiner has failed to establish the required prima-facie case 
of anticipation. Therefore, claim 2 is not anticipated by Pilgrim. 

Dependent claims 4 and 5 stand or fall with independent claim 1 . 

Independent claim 14 is allowable because Pilgrim fails to meet at least the limitation of 
claim 14 that requires that the third cartridge receiving means replace the first and second 
cartridge receiving means so that a volumetric space occupied by the first and second cartridge 
receiving means is substantially occupied by the third cartridge receiving means. That is, when 
the 3/2" and 5Va' floppy drives are replaced with the "old 360k floppy drive," the old 360k floppy 
drive will only occupy only half of the volumetric space as was occupied by the 3/2" and SVi" 
drives. This arrangement fails to meet the limitation of claim 14, which requires that the 
volumetric space occupied by the first and second cartridge receiving means be "substantially 
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occupied" by the third cartridge receiving means. 

In addition. Pilgrim cannot anticipate claim 14 because it is non-enabling, and a non- 
enabling reference is not prior art. Helifix, supra. For example, claim 14 recites, among other 
elements, a frame having a lower plate and an upper plate positioned in generally parallel spaced- 
apart relation and having a plurality of sets of mounting locations provided thereon so that the 
frame defines first and second mounting locations. While the examiner asserts on page 4 of the 
office action that the fi*ame is illustrated in Figure 11-13 of the Pilgrim reference, most of the 
features of Figure 11-13 are obliterated, and it is impossible to discern whether Figure 11-13 
indeed discloses a fi"ame that comprises an upper plate and a lower plate, much less their specific 
positioning requirements, and whether the upper and lower plates have a plurality of sets of 
mounting locations provided thereon. While the examiner asserts on page 4 that the mounting 
locations of claim 14 are "bays and parts of bays, for example," Appellants are unable to discern 
any bays at all in Figure 11-13. The caption of Figure 11-13 also fails to contain any reference 
to the term "bays" or "parts of bays." 

Because a reference must be enabling before it can anticipate, and because the Pilgrim 
reference is non-enabling as to the specific structural elements and arrangements defined by claim 
14, Pilgrim cannot anticipate claim 14. 

Dependent claims 15, 17, and 19 stand or fall with independent claim 14. 

Independent claim 20 is allowable in that Pilgrim fails to disclose the method defined by 
claim 20. First, Pilgrim fails to disclose "providing a frame having an upper plate and a lower 
plate positioned in generally parallel, spaced-apart relation" and having a plurality of sets of 
mounting locations thereon. While the examiner asserts that Figure 11-13 of Pilgrim meets these 
limitations, Appellants are unable to discern in Figure 11-13 a fi-ame having upper and lower 
plates, much less a frame that meets the other limitations of claim 20. Indeed, because Pilgrim 
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is non-enabling as to the structural elements set forth in claim 20, Pilgrim cannot anticipate claim 
20 as a matter of law. See, for example, Helifix, supra. 

In addition. Pilgrim fails to define a "first component configuration" by mounting first and 
second cartridge receiving devices to respective first and second mounting locations provided on 
the frame; or, in the alternative, defining a "second component configuration" by mounting a third 
cartridge receiving device to a third set of mounting locations provided on the fi-ame so that a 
volumetric space occupied by the first and second cartridge receiving devices is substantially 
occupied by the third cartridge receiving device, and vice-versa, hi supporting her rejections, the 
examiner asserts that the first and second cartridge receiving devices comprise the SVi" and Sl/i" 
fioppy drives, respectively, whereas the third cartridge receiving device comprises the old 360k 
floppy drive. See page 5 of the office action. However, the volumetric space defined by the 3'/2" 
and 5%" floppy drives when defining the first component configuration is not "substantially 
occupied" by the old 360k floppy drive" when defining the second component configuration. To 
the contrary, the old 360k floppy drive (defining the second component configuration) will 
occupy only half of the volumetric space as was occupied by the 3V2" and 5Vi" drives (defining 
the first component configuration). Consequently, Pilgrim cannot anticipate claim 20. 

If the 3^/2" and 5V4" floppy drives referred to by the examiner comprise the combination 
drive. Pilgrim fails to meet the limitation of claim 20 that requires that the first and second 
cartridge receiving devices be mounted to respective first and second sets of the plurality of sets 
of mounting locations provided on the fi-ame. Pilgrim states that the "combination drive requires 
only a single drive bay." Therefore, the combination drive of Pilgrim would mount to but a single 
set of mounting locations, not respective first and second sets of mounting locations for the 
corresponding first and second cartridge receiving devices as required by claim 20. Stated 
another way, because the two drives are mounted in a single housing in the "combo" 
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configuration, there is no need for a mounting arrangement wherein the two drives would 
somehow be separately mounted to respective first and second sets of mounting locations, as 
required by the claim. 

ISSUE 2: Whether claims 6, 10, 11, 13, and 16 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C, §102(b) 
as anticipated by or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
obvious over Pilgrim. 

Legal Standard For Rejecting Claims 
Under 35 U.S.C. SI 03 

The legal standard for determining obviousness under Section 103 is set forth in the 

Appeal Brief and will not be repeated herein, histead. Appellants specifically incorporate herein 

by reference the legal standard set forth in the Appeal Brief 

The Examiner^s Rejections 

The examiner rejected claims 6, 10, 11, 13, and 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated 
by or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being obvious over Pilgrim. These rejections 
are improper in that Pilgrim fails to meet each and every limitation contained in the rejected 
claims. Pilgrim is also unable to support an anticipation rejection because it is non-enabling of 
the specific structure set forth in the pending claims. A non-enabling reference cannot anticipate 
as a matter of law. With regard to the examiner's alternative obviousness rejections. Pilgrim fails 
to provide the suggestion or incentive that would lead a person having ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the Pilgrim device in the maimer required by the pending claims. Therefore, Pilgrim 
cannot establish the required prima-facie case of obviousness. 

With regard to the examiner's anticipation rejections of dependent claim 6, dependent 
claim 6 stands or falls with independent claim 1 . To the extent the examiner has rejected claim 
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6 as being obvious over Pilgrim, dependent claim 6 is allowable as being dependent on a base 
claim (i.e., claim 1) which carries a presumption that it is not obvious over the prior art (i.e., the 
examiner did not establish the required prima-facie case of obviousness of claim 1). See MPEP 
2142: "The examiner bears the initial burden of factually supporting any prima-facie conclusion 
of obviousness." That is, because claim 1 is not obvious over the prior part, claim 6, which 
depends from claim 1, cannot be obvious over the prior art. 

Independent claim 1 0 is not anticipated by Pilgrim because Pilgrim fails to meet each and 
every limitation contained in independent claim 1 0. First, Pilgrim fails to disclose a frame having 
a lower plate and an upper plate that are positioned in generally parallel, spaced-apart relation. 
Pilgrim also fails to disclose that the lower and upper plates have a plurality of mounting 
locations provided thereon that define first and second component configurations. While the 
examiner asserts that Figure 11-13 of Pilgrim meets these limitations. Appellants are unable to 
discern in Figure 1 1-13 a frame having upper and lower plates, much less a frame that meets the 
other limitations of claim 10. Pilgrim's lack of disclosure of the specific structural elements and 
configurations that are defined by claim 1 0 means that Pilgrim is a non-enabling reference, thus 
cannot anticipate claim 10. Helifix, supra. 

The moimting locations provided in the upper and lower plates comprising the frame 
define first and second component configurations. In the first component configuration, first and 
second cartridge receiving devices are mounted to respective first and second sets of mounting 
locations. In the second component configuration, a third cartridge receiving device replaces the 
first and second cartridge receiving devices and is mounted to a third set of mounting locations 
so that a volumetric space occupied by the first and second cartridge receiving devices is 
substantially occupied by the third cartridge receiving device. 

In supporting her rejections, the examiner asserts that the first component configuration 
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is the "combo drive" and that the second configuration is a single floppy drive. See page 7 of the 
office action. However, the examiner then goes on to say that the first and second cartridge 
receiving devices of claim 10 are met by a "314 inch floppy drive" and a "SVi floppy drive," 
respectively, and that the third cartridge receiving device of claim 10 is met by the "old 360k 
floppy disk drive." However, claim 10 requires that the first cartridge receiving device be 
mounted to "a first set of the plurality of sets of mounting locations" and that the second cartridge 
receiving device be mounted to "a second set of the plurality of sets of mounting locations." The 
combo drive does not meet these limitations as both drives in the combo drive would be moxmted 
to a single set of moimting locations, not respective first and second sets of mounting locations 
as required by claim 10. Because the Pilgrim reference fails to meet these limitations of claim 
10, Pilgrim cannot anticipate claim 10. 

If the 3/2" and 5*/4" floppy drives comprise separate drives. Pilgrim fails to meet the 
limitation of claim 1 0 that requires that a volumetric space occupied by the first and second 
cartridge receiving devices (in the first component configuration) is "substantially occupied" by 
the third cartridge receiving device (in the second component configuration). Stated another way, 
the volumetric space defined by separate 3 Vz" and 5 14" floppy drives (when in the first component 
configuration) is not "substantially occupied" by the old 360k floppy drive" (when in the second 
component configuration). To the contrary, the old 360k floppy drive will occupy only halfoi 
the volumetric space as was occupied by the 3/2" and SVa' drives. Consequently, Pilgrim cannot 
anticipate claim 1 0. 

With regard to the examiner's alternative obviousness rejection of claim 10, claim 10 is 
not obvious over claim 10 in that Pilgrim fails to provide the suggest or incentive required to 
allow a person having ordinary skill in the art to modify the Pilgrim reference in the manner 
required by claim 10. 
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First, and as mentioned above, Pilgrim contains no teachings regarding the specific 
structural arrangement of the frame of claim 10, much less whether the frame contains upper and 
lower plates that are mounted in generally parallel, spaced-apart relation. Pilgrim also contains 
no teachings, or even suggestions, that would lead a person having ordinary skill in the art, and 
with no knowledge of the present invention, to provide the upper and lower plates with a plurality 
of sets of mounting locations to define the first and second configurations set forth in claim 1 0. 
To the contrary, because the device in Pilgrim is presumably functional in its current state, there 
is no need in Pilgrim, thus no suggestion or incentive, to modify the little structure disclosed in 
Pilgrim in the manner required by claim 1 0. As the Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit made 
clear in In re Kotzab, 55 USPQ2d 1313, 1316 (Fed. Cir. 2000), a single prior art reference can 
only make obvious a pending patent claim if that single reference contains a suggestion or 
motivation to modify the teachings of the reference. Because Pilgrim fails to suggest the 
modifications to the frame (i.e., creating a frame having lower and upper plates having a plurality 
of sets of mounting locations provided thereon), Pilgrim cannot support an obviousness rejection 
of claim 10 imder In re Kotzab, supra. 

Pilgrim also fails to disclose or suggest a moimting arrangement wherein first and second 
cartridge receiving devices are mounted to respective first and second sets of mounting locations 
(for the case where the V/z' and 5Vi" drives comprise the combination drive). If the drives 
comprise separate drives, then Pilgrim fails to disclose or suggest an arrangement wherein a third 
cartridge receiving device (in the second component configuration) occupies substantially the 
same volumetric spaced occupied by the first and second cartridge receiving devices (in the 
second component configuration). To the contrary, in Pilgrim, the third cartridge receiving device 
(e.g., the "old 360k drive") would occupy only half the volumetric space. Pilgrim provides no 
suggestion or incentive (nor has the examiner identified any) that would lead a person having 
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ordinary skill in the art, and with no knowledge of the present invention, to so modify Pilgrim. 
Consequently, claim 10 is not prima-facie obvious over Pilgrim. 

Dependent claims 1 1 and 13 stand or fall with independent claim 10. 

With regard to the examiner's anticipation rejections of dependent claim 16, dependent 
claim 16 stands or falls with independent claim 14. To the extent the examiner has rejected claim 
16 as being obvious over Pilgrim, dependent claim 16 is allowable as being dependent on a base 
claim (i.e., claim 1 4) which carries a presumption that it is not obvious over the prior art (i.e., the 
examiner did not establish the required prima-facie case of obviousness of claim 1 4). See MPEP 
2142: "The examiner bears the initial burden of factually supporting any prima-facie conclusion 
of obviousness." Therefore, because claim 14 is not obvious over the prior part, claim 1 6, which 
depends from claim 14, cannot be obvious over the prior art. 

ISSUE 3: Whether claims 3, 12, and 18 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being obvious over Pilgrim. 

The Examiner^s Rejections 

The examinerrejected claims 3, 12, and 18under35 U.S.C. §103(a)as being obvious over 
Pilgrim in view of Menke et al,, U.S. Patent No 5,841,744 (Menke). These rejections are 
improper in that the examiner has not established the required prima-facie case of obviousness. 

More specifically, claim 3 depends from claim 1. However, the examiner has not 
established the required prima-facie case of obviousness of claim 1 (i.e., the examiner did not 
reject claim 1 as being obvious). Therefore, claim 1 is presumed to be not obvious over the prior 
art. See MPEP 2142: "The examiner bears the initial burden of factually supporting any prima- 
facie conclusion of obviousness." Because claim 1 is presumed to be not obvious, claim 3, which 
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depends from claim 1, camiot be obvious. The same situation exists with respect to claim 18. 
That is, because the examiner has not established the required prima-facie case of obviousness 
of independent claim 14 (i.e., the examiner did not reject claim 14 under Section 103), claim 14 
is presumptively not obvious over the prior art. Accordingly, claim 1 8 cannot be obvious over 
the prior art. 

Claim 12 stands or falls with claim 10. 



The Pilgrim reference fails to meet each and every limitation of the pending claims, thus 
cannot anticipate any of the pending claims. In addition, Pilgrim is non-enabling as to the 
structure defined by the pending claims. Therefore, the Pilgrim reference cannot be used to 
support an anticipation rejection under Section 1 02. The examiner has also failed to establish the 
required prima-facie case of obviousness. Consequently, the claims remain presumptively non- 
obvious, thus allowable. Appellants respectfully request the Board to remove the rejections of 
claims 1-6 and 10-20. 



CONCLUSION 



Respectfully submitted. 



DAHL & OSTERLOTH, L.L.P. 




Bfftice E. Dahl, PTO Reg. No. 33,670 
555 Seventeenth Street, Suite 3405 
Denver, CO 80202 
Telephone: (303)291-3200 



Date: /^^^^-^^ 



15 



APPENDIX A 

1. A reconfigurable cartridge processing module for use in a data storage system, 
comprising: 

a frame, said frame having a lower plate and an upper plate positioned in generally 
parallel, spaced-apart relation, said lower and upper plates of said frame having a plurality 
of sets of mounting locations provided thereon so that said frame defines a first 
component configuration and a second component configuration, the first component 
configuration comprising: 

a first cartridge receiving device mounted to a first set of the plurality of 
sets of mounting locations provided on said frame so that said first cartridge 
receiving device is located at a first position within said frame; and 

a second cartridge receiving device moimted to a second set of the plurality 
of sets of mounting locations provided on said frame so that said second cartridge 
receiving device is located at a second position within said frame, said first and 
second cartridge receiving devices together occupying a volumetric space within 
said frame, wherein said first and second cartridge receiving devices are located 
substantially between the upper and lower plates of said frame when said frame is 
in the first component configuration; 
the second component configuration comprising a third cartridge receiving device 
mounted to a third set of the plurality of sets of mounting locations provided on said 
frame, said third cartridge receiving device occupying substantially the same volumetric 
space within said frame as is occupied by said first and second cartridge receiving devices 
in said first component configuration, wherein said third cartridge receiving device is 
located substantially between the upper and lower plates of said frame when said frame 
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is in the second component configuration. 

2. The reconfigurable cartridge processing module of claim 1, wherein said first 
cartridge receiving device comprises a half-width cartridge read/write device. 

3. The reconfigurable cartridge processing module of claim 1, wherein said second 
cartridge receiving device comprises a cartridge storage magazine. 

4. The reconfigurable cartridge processing module of claim 1, wherein said third 
cartridge receiving device comprises a full-width cartridge read/write device. 

5. The reconfigurable cartridge processing module of claim 1, wherein the second 
position is located adjacent the first position so that said second cartridge receiving device is 
located adjacent said first cartridge receiving device when said frame is in the first component 
configuration. 

6. The reconfigurable cartridge processing module of claim 1, wherein the second 
position is located alongside the first position so that said second cartridge receiving device is 
located alongside said first cartridge receiving device when said fi-ame is in the first component 
configuration. 

7. Cancelled 

8. Cancelled 
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9. Cancelled 

10. A reconfigurable cartridge processing module for use in a data storage system, 
comprising: 

a frame, said frame having a lower plate and an upper plate positioned in generally 
parallel, spaced-apart relation, said lower and upper plates of said frame having a plurality 
of sets of mounting locations provided thereon so that said frame defines a first 
component configuration and a second component configuration, the first component 
configuration comprising: 

a first cartridge receiving device mounted to a first set of the plurality of 
sets of mounting locations provided on said frame so that said first cartridge 
receiving device is located at a first position within said frame; and 

a second cartridge receiving device mounted to a second set of the plurality 
of sets of mounting locations provided on said frame so that said second cartridge 
receiving device is located at a second position within said frame, the second 
position being located adjacent the first position so that said second cartridge 
receiving device is located alongside said first cartridge receiving device, wherein 
said first and second cartridge receiving devices are located substantially between 
the upper and lower plates of said frame when said frame is in the first component 
configuration; 

the second component configuration comprising a third cartridge receiving device 
mounted to a third set of the plurality of sets of mounting locations provided on said 
frame, said third cartridge receiving device in said second component configuration 
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substantially replacing said first and second cartridge receiving devices in said first 
component configuration and vice-versa, so that a volumetric space occupied by said first 
and second cartridge receiving devices in said first component configuration is 
substantially occupied by said third cartridge receiving device in said second component 
configuration and vice-versa, wherein said third cartridge receiving device is located 
substantially between the upper and lower plates of said firame when said frame is in the 
second component configuration. 

11. The reconfigurable cartridge processing module of claim 10, wherein said first 
cartridge receiving device comprises a half-width cartridge read/write device. 

12. The reconfigurable cartridge processing module of claim 10, wherein said second 
cartridge receiving device comprises a cartridge storage magazine. 

13. The reconfigurable cartridge processing module of claim 10, wherein said third 
cartridge receiving device comprises a fiill-width cartridge read/write device. 

14. A reconfigurable cartridge processing module for use in a data storage system, 
comprising: 

a frame, said fi*ame having a lower plate and an upper plate positioned in generally 
parallel, spaced-apart relation, said lower and upper plates of said frame having a plurality 
of sets of mounting locations provided thereon so that said fi-ame defines a first 
component configuration and a second component configuration, the first component 
configuration comprising: 
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first cartridge receiving means mounted to said frame for receiving at least 

one data cartridge; and 

second cartridge receiving means mounted to said frame for receiving said 

at least one data cartridge, wherein said first and second cartridge receiving means 

are located substantially between the upper and lower plates of said frame when said 

frame is in the first component configuration; 
the second component configuration comprising third cartridge receiving means mounted 
to said frame for receiving said at least one data cartridge, said third cartridge receiving 
means in said second component configxiration replacing said first and second cartridge 
receiving means in said first component configuration and vice-versa so that a volumetric 
space occupied by said first and second cartridge receiving means in said first 
configuration is substantially occupied by said third cartridge receiving means in said 
second configuration and vice-versa, wherein said third cartridge receiving means is 
located substantially between the upper and lower plates of said frame when said frame 
is in the second component configuration. 

15. The reconfigurable cartridge processing module of claim 14, wherein said second 
cartridge receiving means is mounted adjacent said first cartridge receiving means when said 
frame means is in the first component configuration. 

16. The reconfigurable cartridge processing module of claim 14, wherein said second 
cartridge receiving means is mounted alongside said first cartridge receiving means when said 
frame means is in the first component configuration. 
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17. The reconfigurable cartridge processing module of claim 14, wherein said first 
cartridge receiving means comprises cartridge read/^vrite means for reading data from and writing 
data to said at least one data cartridge. 

18. The reconfigurable cartridge processing module of claim 14, wherein said second 
cartridge receiving means comprises cartridge storage magazine means for storing said at . least 
one data cartridge. 

19. The reconfigurable cartridge processing module of claim 14, wherein said third 
cartridge receiving means comprises cartridge read/write means for reading data from and writing 
data to said at least one data cartridge. 

20. A method, comprising: 

providing a frame having a lower plate and an upper plate positioned in generally 
parallel, spaced-apart relation, said lower and upper plates of said frame having a plurality 
of sets of mounting locations thereon; 

defining a first component configuration by mounting a first cartridge receiving 
device to a first set of the plurality of sets of mounting locations provided on said frame 
and by mounting a second cartridge receiving device to a second set of the plurality of sets 
of mounting locations provided on said frame so that the second cartridge receiving 
device is located adjacent the first cartridge receiving device, wherein said first and 
second cartridge receiving devices are located substantially between the upper and lower 
plates of said frame when said frame is in the first component configuration; or, in the 
alternative. 
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defining a second component configuration by mounting a third cartridge receiving 
device to a third set of the plurahty of sets of mounting locations provided on said fi-ame, 
said third cartridge receiving device in the second component configuration substantially 
replacing said first and second cartridge receiving devices in the first component 
configuration and vice-versa, so that a volumetric space occupied by said first and second 
cartridge receiving devices in the first component configuration is substantially occupied 
by said third cartridge receiving device in the second component configuration and vice- 
versa, wherein said third cartridge receiving device is located substantially between the 
upper and lower plates of said fi*ame when said fi-ame is in the second component 
configuration. 
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APPENDIX B 
Reference Relied on By Examiner in the Office Action 

Copies of the following reference are attached hereto for the Board's convenience: 

1 . Pilgrim, Build Your Own 486/486DX, McGraw-Hill, Inc., New York, 1995. 

2. Menke et al, U.S. Patent No. 5,841,744, issued November 24, 1998, entitled 
"Device for Playing, Recording, and Issuing Discs." 
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